This is an excellent systematic review performed in a transparent way according to high standards. The PF figures as well as the clinical recommendation are likely to be frequently cited in future publications. The findings, based on 19 articles from 14 study populations with almost 12 000 participants, were consistent but challenge the conclusions of previous reports. [1] [2] [3] In contrast with an earlier systematic review, 1 the authors used wider inclusion criteria and accepted both randomised controlled trials (RCT) and observational studies. It should be stressed, however, that only a quarter of the papers were assessed as being of high quality. For example, none of the six RCT was randomised at subject level , and the only paper appraised to be of good quality exhibited marked socio-economic differences between the experimental groups. 4 Furthermore, those authors' own conclusion was that the caries-preventive effect was a result of the mechanical action of chewing rather than on the different sugar substitutes. 4 The wide acceptance of non-RCT is also problematic in terms of external validity because some of the trials were performed in developing countries which have high caries prevalence and a very sugar-rich diet. Another study displayed an attrition rate of more than 50%, 5 which is highly compromising. It should also be emphasised that all comparisons were computed against "no chewing" groups instead of placebo control. Therefore, it is possible that the PF presented in this review represents a best-case scenario and somewhat overestimates the true caries preventive effect. It was also of interest to find that this review was initiated by the industry and that only four out of the 19 papers were published after year 2000.
